Final Revised Background Information

History of the Maricopa County PM;o Nonattainment Area

In 1979, the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA) formally designated a portion of Maricopa
County, Arizona as a nonattainment area for particulate matter.

In 1991, the EPA designated approximately 2,880 square milesin Maricopa County and 36 square miles
in Pind County (Apache Junction) asamoderate PM ;o nonattainment area under the 1990 Clean Air Act
(CAA) amendments.! The MaricopaCounty PM,, Moderate Nonattainment Area State |mplementation
Plan (SIP) was submitted to the Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA) onNovember 15, 1991. EPA
deemed the plan incomplete in March 1992. Revisions to the moderate plan were submitted on August
16, 1993, and March 3, 1994. The 1994 revison concluded that both the annua and 24-hour PM
nationd ambient air quaity sandards(NAAQS) would continueto beexceeded despitetheimplementation
of reasonably achievable control measures (RACM). A modeling demonstration that attainment was
impracticable was performed for the annud standard, but not for the 24-hour standard. An accurate
assessment of the causes of the historical 24-hour exceedances was not possible because the sources of
PM,, emissions that caused the exceedances gppeared to be locd in nature, and site-specific emissons
data were not available on the days of those exceedances. On April 10, 1995, (60 FR 18010), EPA
approved the revised moderate area plan.

On May 1, 1996, the Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest (ACLIPI) filed in the United States
Court of Appeds for the Ninth Circuit a petition for review of EPA’s April 10, 1995 gpprova of the
State's PM,, moderate areaplan [Ober v. EPA, 84F.3d 304 (9th Cir.1996)]. The Ninth Circuit Court
ruled that EPA’ s gpprova of the moderate plan was improper in part because the State failed to include
an andyss of violations of the 24-hour PM;; NAAQS and to address requirements triggered by the
violations. The Court vacated EPA’s approvad of the Moderate Area PM,, SIP and renewed EPA’s
federa implementation plan (FIP) obligation, specificaly to address SIP deficiencies of 24-hour NAAQS
RACM, Reasonable Further Progress (RFP), and attainment demonstration.

In the interim, EPA made a determination that the area had failed to attain the PM;; NAAQS by the
deadline (December 31, 1994) for moderate areas. On May 10, 1996, the Maricopa County PM,

For the Apache Junction portion, a SIP was submitted to EPA in August, 1999 that identified agriculture as a
insignificant source. The SIPis currently under review by EPA.
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non-attainment areawas reclassfied to serious, effective June 10, 1996. The new deadlinefor attainment
became December 31, 2001.

As areault of the Ninth Circuit's ruling, EPA ingructed the State of Arizona to submit alimited, localy-
targeted plan (microscae plan) meeting both the moderate and serious arearequirements for the 24-hour
standard by May 9, 1997, and a full regiond plan meeting those requirements for both the 24-hour and
annud standards by December 10, 1997. Asaresult of thelitigation and the reclassfication of the Phoenix
area as a serious PM,, nonattainment area, both plans were also required to address the best available
control measures (BACM), RFP and attainment requirements in the CAA for serious areas. Thus, the
microscale and regiond planstaken together would satisfy both the moderate arearequirements mandated
by the court and the serious areaplanning requirementsunder CAA § 172 and §188. EPA concluded that
since the December 31, 1994, deadline has passed and the Maricopa County area was reclassified, the
only attainment deadline currently gpplicable to the area was the serious area deadline of December 31,
2001.

The microscae study becamethe basisfor the 24-hour Plan. The 24-hour Plan wasrequired to (1) address
exceedances of the 24-hour NAAQSthat occurred in 1995 at five monitors (Salt River, Maryvale, Gilbert,
West Chandler, and East Chandler) during the microscde study; (2) document the development of
emissons inventoriesand air quaity modeing to quantify contributions of sourcesto the exceedances, and
(3) identify, document and evauate all RACM, BACM and other techniques applicable to reduce
emissons from the contributing sources, (4) demongrate attainment of the 24-hour standard by application
of RACM, BACM and other controls as soon as practicable but no later than December 31, 2001; (5)
contain provisonsfor quantitative milestones to measure reasonable further progress; and (6) include fully
adopted and enforceable control measures with schedules for their implementation.

On May 7, 1997, ADEQ submitted theFinal Plan for Attainment of the 24-hour PM,, Standard (24-
hour Plan) to EPA. The plan evauates attainment of the 24-hour PM;, NAAQS a four monitoring
locations (Salt River, Maryvae, Gilbert, and West Chandler) in the Maricopa County PM ;o nonattainment
area.® The plan showed that 24-hour exceedances at the SAlt River sitewere primarily dueto fugitive dust
from earth moving, industrid haul roads, unpaved parking lots, and unpaved roads; a the Maryvae sSte,

%Final Plan for Attainment of The 24-Hour PM ,, Standard, Maricopa County PM ,, Nonattainment Area. Air Quality
Division, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality in Cooperation With Maricopa County Environmental
Services Department. May 1997. Appendix A: Maricopa County PM ,, SIP Microscale Approach Technical
Supporting Document. ADEQ and MCESD. May 1997.

*The East Chandler site was not included in the analysis because reliabl e information regarding emission sources
was not available.
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fromdisturbed cleared aress; a the Gilbert stefrom agriculturd field apronsand unpaved parking lots; and
at the West Chandler site, from agricultura fields, agricultura field aprons, vacant lots, and disturbed
cleared areas. The plan was able to show atainment at these localized Stes by identifying appropriate
RACM and BACM for these pecific types of fugitive dust sources. However, the locdized nature of the
microscae plan precluded adetermination regarding the extent to which theidentified RACM and BACM
should be implemented to address emissonsover alarger geographic area, aswell asan assessment of the
overal effectiveness of these measures when applied throughout the nonattainment areaasawhole. These
determinations were addressed in the regiona plan submitted in February 2000.

The 24-hour Plan described improvements to the implementation of Maricopa County Environmental
Services Divison (MCESD) Rule 310 (Open Sourcesof Fugitive Dust). Theimprovementswere primarily
targeted at sources subject to permitting (such as earth moving, disturbed cleared roads, and industrial haul
roads) under MCESD’s rules. For non-permitted sources (such as vacant lots, agricultural sources,
unpaved parking lots, and unpaved roads), the plan did not provide for proactive implementation of
controls. The plan contained sufficient controlsto show attainment a the SAt River and Maryvae stesbut
aso showed that additiona controls were needed before attainment could be demonstrated at the West
Chandler and Gilbert Sites.

On August 4, 1997, (62 FR 41856) EPA approved in part and disgpproved in part the 24-hour Plan
submitted by Arizona Department of Environmenta Quaity (ADEQ) onMay 7,1997. EPA approved the
atanment and RFP demonstrationsfor two sites (Sdt River and Maryvale) and disapproved them for two
other sites (West Chandler and Gilbert). EPA aso approved the RACM/BACM demondrationsin the
24-hour Plan for the Sgnificant source categories of disturbed cleared aress, earth moving, and industria
heul roads but disapproved them for agricultura gprons, vacant lands, unpaved parking lots, and unpaved
roads.

EPA aso approved the following commitments as dements of the 24-hour Plan:

1 The resolution by the county to improve the adminigration of its fugitive dust control program.

2. The resolutions of intent for Maricopa County and the cities to work cooperdatively to control the
generdion of fugitive dust pollution.

3. MCESD’ s Rule 310 (Open Fugitive Dust Sources), Rule 311 (Particulate Matter from Process
Industries) and Rule 316 (Nonmetallic Minera Mining and Processing).*

“In addition, EPA found that the 24-hour Plan: (1) provides the necessary assurances that the state and local
agencies have adequate personnel, funding and authority under state law to carry out the submitted microscale plan;
and (2) includes an adequate enforcement program, as required by CAA sections 110(a)(2)(E)(i) and 110(a)(2)(C).
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Because EPA was unable to fully approve the State’ s 24-hour Plan, EPA wasrequired by aU.S. Didtrict
Court order to promulgate aFIP by July 18, 1998 that addressed the CAA’ smoderate arearequirements
for RACM, RFP and attainment for both the 24-hour and annua standards [Ober v. Browner, CIV 94-
1318 PHX PGR (D. Ariz)]

On August 3, 1998, (63 FR 41326) EPA promulgated a FIP to address the moderate area PM
requirements for the Maricopa County PM,, nonattainment area. As part of the FIP, EPA promulgated
afugitive dugt rule to control PM;, emissions from vacant lots, unpaved parking lots and unpaved roads,
and also promulgated an enforceable commitment to ensure that RACM for agricultural sources be
proposed by September 1999, findized by April 2000 and implemented by June 2000. In addition, EPA
findized its disgpprova of the Arizona moderate area plan’'s RACM, RFP, and impracticability
demongtrations because those demondtrations did not adequately address the Act’s moderate area PM
requirements.

To addressthe unpaved roads, unpaved parking lots, and vacant lots, EPA worked with Maricopa County
to strengthen Rule 310, Fugitive Dust Sources (63 FR 15921). In recognition of the need to address
agriculture scontribution to PM 5, EPA, theloca agricultural community, and ADEQ began acooperative
working relationship to develop strategies to address PM,, emissons from agriculturd lands within the
nonattainment area. On May 29, 1998, Arizona Governor Hull signed into law Senate Bill 1427 (SB
1427) (see Attachment 1), establishing an agricultura best management practices (BMPs) committee
(Arizona Revised Statute [ARS] § 49-457) (see Attachment 2). The Committee was mandated to adopt
arule by June 10, 2000, for an agriculturdl generd permit.

On September 4, 1998, ADEQ submitted ARS § 49-457 to EPA for inclusion in the Arizona SIP for the
Maricopa County PM,, nonatainment area as meeting the RACM requirements of CAA section
189(a)(2)(C) and requested that EPA approve the legidation to replace the FIP commitment.

In September 1998, in accordancewith ARS § 49-457, the Governor’ sAgriculturd BMP Committeewas
edtablished and began meeting. The Committeeis composed of fiveloca farmers, thedirector of ADEQ,
the director of Arizona s Department of Agriculture, the State conservationist for the Naturd Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), the dean of the University of Arizona College of Agriculture, and a soil
scientist from the University of Arizona. The Committee' s charge was to develop an agricultural generd
permit specifying best management practicesfor regulated agriculturd activitiesto reduce PM ;o emissons.

On December 30, 1998, (63 FR 71815), EPA proposed to approve the legidation (ARS 8§ 49-457) as
meseting the RACM requirements of the CAA for agricultural sources in the Phoenix area. EPA dso
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proposed to withdraw the FIP commitment to adopt and implement RACM for agriculturd fields and
aprons.

On June 29, 1999, (64 FR 34726), EPA approved the revision to the Arizona SIP reflecting the
agricultural best management practices legidation (ARS 8§ 49-457) as meseting the RACM requirements
of the Act, EPA aso withdrew the FIP commitment to adopt and implement RACM for agricultura fieds
and aprons in the Maricopa County area.

On February 16, 2000, ADEQ submitted the Revised Maricopa Association of Gover nments (MAG)
1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area as a
revisonto the ArizonaSIP. The plan addressed the outstanding FIP issuesrel ated to vacant lots, unpaved
parking lots and unpaved roads by including a more stringent Rule 310 and 310.01.

On April 13, 2000, (65 FR 19964), EPA proposed to approve the serious area air quality plan for
atainment of theannuad PM,, sandard in the Maricopa County nonattainment areaand to grant Arizona s
request to extend the attainment date for the annua PM ;o standard from December 31, 2001 to December
31, 2006.> EPA aso proposed to approve Maricopa County’ sfugitive dust rules, Rule 310 Fugitive Dust
Sources (adopted February 16, 2000) and Rule 310.01 Fugitive Dust from Open Areas, Vacant Lots,
Unpaved Parking Lots, and Unpaved Roadways (adopted February 16, 2000). EPA aso proposed to
approve therevised MaricopaCounty Residential \WWoodburning restriction ordinance (adopted November
17, 1999).°

In May 2000, the Agriculturd BMP Committee adopted the agriculturd PM,, general permit, which
became effective by rule on May 12, 2000 (Arizona Adminigtrative Code [AAC], R18-2- 610 and 611);
see Attachment 3). The Committee identified 34 BMPs that focus on feasible, effective, and common
sense practices while minimizing negative economic impacts on locd agriculture. The generd permit
requires that acommercid farmer implement at least one BMP to control PM,, for each of the following
three categories: tillageand harvest, non-cropland, and cropland. Thegenerd permit requiresacommercia
farmer to comply by December 31, 2001.

®Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area. February
2000.

®Although the regional plan addresses both the annual and 24-hour PM ,, standards, EPA did not propose any
actionsregarding the plan’s compliance with the statutory requirements relating to the 24-hour standard because the
state was still working on quantifying emission reductions for the agricultural BMPs.
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In July 2000, ADEQ submitted the rule (AAC R18-2-610 and 611) packageto EPA asa SIPrevision.
The submittal was deemed complete and is under review for further action.

At thistime, ADEQ is submitting the remaining portions of the SIP revison package:
A) demondtration of attainment of 24-hour NAAQS,
B) demongtration that the best available control measure (BACM) [Clean Air Act (CAA) § 189
(b)(2)(B)] and mogt stringent measures requirements [CAA 8 188 (e)] have been met;
C) darification of contingency measures,
D) description of the public education initiative; and
E) demongration that the CAA Section 8110 requirements have been met.

A) Demonstration of Attainment of 24-Hour NAAQS

Previous Modeling

Chapter Eight of the Revised MAG 1999 Plan includes severd of the key e ements of the PM;, modding
process, including an assessment of futureair qudity conditions, asummary of committed control measures
impacts, and projected attainment status.” An assessment of theair quality conditionsinvolves not only the
examinationof existing air quality data describing the mgor contributorsto the PM,, problem, but alsothe
development of projections which may be used to predict future air quaity conditions. More specificaly,
these projections are used to determine the reduction needed to attain the annua and 24-hour NAAQS
and the potentiad effectiveness of various control strategiesin reducing PM;, emissons and concentrations.

A detailed description of the regiond air quality modeling analysis conducted for the Revised MAG 1999
Plan is presented in the Revised Technical Support Document.? A detailed description of the microscale
ar quaity modding andyss conducted for the Revised MAG 1999 Plan is presented in Evaluation for

"Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particul ate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area. February
2000.

8Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area.
Appendices Volume Two. Appendix A, Exhibit 7: Revised Technical Support Document for Regional PM ,, Modeling
in Support of Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan For PM ,, For the Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area, Chapter V1, February 2000.
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Compliance with the 24-Hour PM,, Standard for the West Chandler and Gilbert Microscale Stes
(1999 Evaluation).®

MAG completed ar quality modeling on August 29, 1997. The modeling did not demonstrate attainment
by December 31, 2001, with the committed control measures. The “modified rollback” used in the
modding completed August 29, 1997, was replaced with the UAM-LC andys's, a more sophisticated
modeling gpproach. MAG revised the Draft Technica Support Document for Regiona PM,, Modding
dated October 1997 to reflect the UAM-LC modeling approach. Therevised air quaity modding analysis
supports the previous modding conclusion that attainment by December 31, 2001, isimpracticable. The
revised modeling demondrated attainment of theannua PM,, standard of 50 micrograms per cubic meter
( Fg/nm?®) by the extension date of December 31, 2006. The Revised MAG 1999 Plan UAM-LC modedling
showed the maximum annua average PM,, concentration smulated for the committed measure package
was 49.68 Fg/m?® for 2006. Inaddition, the maximum 24-hour PM,, concentration predicted was 112.6
Fg/m? in 2006.° The maximum 24-hour PM,, concentration of 112.6 Fg/m?® was reported for al days
modeded in the regiond andysis, excluding those days included in the ADEQ microscde study (April 9,
1995).

The results of the Revised MAG 1999 Plan UAM-LC Maximum Annua Average and 24-hour PM
concentrations in the Maricopa County areafor the 2006 committed measure package for the Gilbert and
West Chandler stes are summarized below:

Sites Annual PM,, Concentrationsin 2006 24-Hour PM,, Concentration in 2006
(std. - 50Fg/md) (std. - 150 Fg/m?)

Gilbert 38.26 Fg/n? 80.49 Fg/n?

West Chandler 37.84 Fg/n? 68.24 Fg/m?

*Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area.
Appendices Volume Four. Appendix C, Exhibit 3: Evaluation for Compliance with the 24-hour PM ,, Standard for the
West Chandler and Gilbert Microscale Sites. Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. June 1999.

19Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area.
Appendices Volume Two. Appendix A, Exhibit 7: Revised Technical Support Document for Regional PM ,, Modeling
in Support of Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan For PM ,, For the Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area. Chapter VI. February 2000. pp VI-11.
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The 1995 ADEQ microscale study addressed attainment of the 24-hour standard at the microscale Stes
(Sdt River, Gilbert, Maryvae, and West Chandler). The microscae study was reported in the Plan for
Attainment of the 24-hour PM,, Sandard (24-hour Plan).'* The 24-hour Plan demonstrated that
implementation of the committed control strategies provided for the necessary PM ;o emissions reductions
at the St River and Maryvae stes to demondtrate attainment of the 24-hour PM;, NAAQS. The other
two sites, West Chandler and Gilbert, however, wereinfluenced by sourceswhose proposed controlswere
inadequate at thetimeto achievethe necessary level of emissonsreductionsto attain thestandard. At both
West Chandler and Gilbert, emissonsfrom agricultura fieldsand gpronscontributed to PM, , exceedances.
Exceedances a the Gilbert Site were dso influenced by emissons from unpaved parking aress.

Because the Agricultura BMP rulemaking process was not yet completed at the time of the June 1999
andyss, ADEQ estimated the potentia types of agriculturd control measures and their effectivenessin its
Evaluation for Compliance with the 24-hour PM,, Sandard for the West Chandler and Gilbert
MicroscaleStes (1999 Eval uation), which wasincorporated into Revised MAG 1999 Plan.*2 The1999
Evauaion projected PM;, emisson reductions due to: (1) strengthening and increased enforcement of
MCESD Rule 310, and (2) future implementationof agricultural BMPs. ADEQ attempted to bracket the
range of agriculturd BMPs by identifying a “low end’ control measure scenario (the minimum emissons
reductions expected) and a“highend” control measure scenario (maximum emission reductions expected),
then mode ed both ranges for agricultura fields and agricultura aprons.

Dispersonmodding completed for the 1999 Evauationverified attainment of the 24-hour PM,, standard
for the Maricopa County PM,, nonattainment area could not be demonstrated by 2001, but could be
achieved by December 31, 2006. The modeling was based onimplementation of (1) MCESD’ sRule 310
with 90 percent control measure efficiency for housing and road congtruction; (2) control measures for
vacant lotswith a70 percent control measure efficiency; and (3) control measuresfor agriculturd fieldsand
agriculturd gprons with a 58 percent control measure efficiency.’® The maximum 24-hour PM
concentration predicted by ADEQ in 2006 was 149.3 Fg/n? at the West Chandler monitor site.

MFinal Plan for Attainment of the 24-Hour PM ,, Standard, Maricopa County PM ,, Nonattainment Area. Air Quality
Division, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality in Cooperation With Maricopa County Environmental
Services Department. May 1997.

?Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area, February
2000. AppendicesVolume Four. Appendix C, Exhibit 3: Evaluation for Compliance with the 24-hour PM ,, Standard
for the West Chandler and Gilbert Microscale Sites, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, June 1999.

B1bid., pp 3-7 thru 3-9.
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For the West Chandler Site, Industrid Source Complex Short Term (ISCST) modeling was utilized and
predicted atanment of the 24-hour PM,, standard in the Y ear 2006 at 149.3 Fg/m?. Thiswasbased on
implementationof agriculturd BMPswith a58 percent control measure efficiency for agricultura fieldsand
agricultura gprons, and implementation of MCESD’ s Rule 310 with 90 percent control measure efficiency
for housing and road congtruction, and a 70 percent control measure efficiency for vacant lots.

For the Gilbert Ste, ISCST modeling predicted attainment of the 24-hour PM,, standard inthe Y ear 2006
at 142.1 Fg/m?. Control measures applied included implementation of agricultura BMPswith a20 percent
control measure efficiency for agricultural gprons, and implementation of MCESD’s Rule 310 with a 70
percent control measure efficiency for vacant lots and a 50 percent control measure efficiency for unpaved
parking lots.

Agricultural BMP Modeling

In November 2000, the Technical Support Document for Quantification of Agricultural Best
Management Practice (TSD) was prepared.’* The TSD supports MAG and ADEQ's previous work
by assessing theemissonsfromvariousagriculturd practicesand the potentia impactsof agricultura BMPs
contained in AAC R18-2-611 for the April 1995 microscale design day. The process used to quantify
emisson reductions was.

Determination of how each BMP would be gpplied to the mgor cropsin Maricopa County;
Ranking of the BMPs based upon the likdlihood of ther use;

Application of control efficiencies for individua BMPs, and

Edtimation of emisson reductions from gpplication of BMPs.

Eal AR

The agriculture related emission reduction was calculated by totaing the reduction expected from
agricultura lands going out of production (i.e., approximately 37 percent of the daily emissons) to the
reductions expected by goplying arange of BMPsto the remaining agricultural land. Emission reductions
for a specific BMP were estimated by applying control efficiencies (i.e., minimum, maximum, and mid-
point) to the daily emissions for the crops subject to that BMP. An overal emission reduction of 60.3

¥“Technical Support Document for Quantification of Agricultural Best Management Practices, Final. June 8, 2001.
URS Corporation and Eastern Research Group, Inc.
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percent from the 1995 design-day emission is projected using the mid-point BMP reduction.®® (See
Attachment 4, Supporting Documentation for SIP Emission Reduction Credits for Agriculturad BMPs)

B) Best Available Control Measures (BACM) and Most Stringent Measures (MSM)
Demonstration

Section189 (b)(1)(B) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) requires serious aress to implement best available
control measures (BACM) for significant sources. In the event a serious area cannot demonstrate
atainment by the required deadline and requests an extension of the deadline, the most stringent measures
(MSM) requirement under CAA Section 189 (€) must aso be met.

EPA defines BACM (65 FR 19968, April 13, 2000) to be, anong other things, the maximum degree of
emissionreduction achievable from asource or source category that isdetermined on acase by casebasis
consdering energy, economic and environmental impacts. EPA proposed to define a “most stringent
measure’ in a Smilar manner:  the maximum degree of emisson reduction that has been required or
achieved from a source or source category in other SIPs or in practice in other states and can feasibly be
implemented inthearea. Determining MSM follows a process smilar to determining BACM but with one
additional step, to identify the potentialy most stringent measures in other implementation plans for eech
sgnificant source category and for each measure determinetheir technologica and economic feasibility for
the area.

BACM - Identification of Agricultural Related Sources and Potential Control M easures

The Revised MAG 1999 Plan provides an overview of the proceduresthat EPA specified for determining
BACM, dong with the processthat MAG followed in complying with that guidance.®* MAG first focused
on evauating sgnificant sources of PM,, and PM,, precursor emissions and developing an emisson

Bwithout the 37 percent land use reduction, the overall emission reduction due solely to BMP implementation is
projected to be 36.6 percent.

*Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area. February
2000. Chapter Nine.
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inventory.*” The second step specified by EPA focuses on control measure evauation. This step was
addressed in areport by Sierra Research entitled Particulate Control Measure Feasibility Study. 8

Before developing the list of control measures for consideration, Sierra Research identified those source
categories that would not require further andyss in the sudy. The estimated impacts from agricultura
harvesting was found to be an insgnificant source for both the annud and 24-hour PM,, standards.
Agriculturd tilling, however, was identified as a potentid significant source. The objectives of the Serra
Research study wereto: 1) review available guidance from EPA and othersto identify PM,, sourcesthat
sgnificantly impact monitoring stationsrecording violations of the NAAQS, 2) sdlect control measuresthat
are gpplicable to those sources; and 3) analyze the selected control measures for emission reduction
impacts, cost and cogt-effectiveness. Anindex of control measureswas prepared and individual measures
were screened for applicability in the Maricopa County nonattainment area. The analysis then focused on
41 applicable strategies.

Thefollowing five of the41 potentia PM ,, control measuresidentified by the SerraResearch study related
to agriculturd operaions

1. Soil conservation requirements of the U.S. Food Security Act;*®
2. Redrictionson tilling or soil mulching during high wind events,

3. Falow fidd trestment (cover crop or grass revegetation of irrigated fields, maintenance of crop
residues on non-irrigated fields, mowing for weed control);

4. Require comprehensive dust control plans for farms larger than 640 acres (including surface
treatment, vegetative cover, and windbreaks);

5. Reduce emissons of anmonia and nitrates from agricultural operations.

YAs documented in Chapter Three of the Revised MAG 1999 Plan, the regional PM ,, inventory for 1994 was updated
with 1995 information.

8Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area..
February 2000. AppendicesVolume Three. Appendix B, Exhibit 5: Particulate Control Measure Feasibility Study:
Volumes| and I1. Prepared for the Maricopa Association of Governments by Sierra Research. January 1997.

1T his measure was determined to be not applicable to the Maricopa County area because there is no land within the
county subject to the federal requirements.
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The third step specified by EPA is the sdection of BACM for sgnificant sources. As documented in
Chapter Five of the Revised MAG 1999 Plan, thisinvolved the eva uation of various control measuresand
the development of the Draft Comprehensve List of Measures. To develop the list, MAG utilized the
Sierra Research Study, the Governor’ s Air Qudity Strategies Task Force, the Clean Air Act, ARS 8§ 49-
402, previous MAG plans, and air quality plans from other U.S. nonattainment aress.

The Draft Comprehensive List was divided into two sections: New Measures, and Existing Measures
Which Could be Considered for Strengthening. Detailed descriptions of these measures can be found in
Chapter Five of the Revised MAG 1999 Plan. Thefollowing agriculturd related measureswereidentified:

New M easures
1. Cover Crops - planting dternative crops during fallow period

2. Vegetation Establishment - conversion of crops to grasdand or trees on land not suitable for
continuous cropping

Windbreaks - planting trees or grass perpendicular to the prevailing wind
Redtrictions on Tilling or Soil Mulching During High Wind Events
Reduce Emissions of Ammonia and Nitrates from Agricultura Operations

Providefor Buria of Whole Stalks During Plowdown (if research documents no increasein spreed
of plant disease or pests from this practice)

7. Require Comprehensve Dust Control Plans for Farms Larger than 640 Acres - including
windbreaks, maintenance of crop resdues on non-irrigated fields, mowing for weed control

o g bk~ w

Existing M easures Which Could Be Considered for Strengthening
8. Sail Conservation Requirements of the U.S. Food Security Act.

Two agriculturd measures included in the New Measures Ligt were induded in the MAG initid modding
for 2001.%° Burid of whole stalks during plowdown was estimated to result in a 0.2 percent reduction of
PM,, emissonsin 2001. Redtrictingtilling or soil mulching during highwindswasesimated to result inless
than 0.1 percent reduction in PM,, emissonsin 2001.

Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particul ate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area. Chapter
5. February 2000. pp. 5-19.
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As part of its process to sdlect find BACM measures, MAG worked with stakeholders to review the
agriculturd related measuresin the Draft Comprehengive List.  Judtification concerning the infeesibility of
some of the measures is included in the Revised MAG 1999 Plan.!  As a result, MAG revised the
Suggested List of Measuresto include six new agricultural measures.

1. Incentives and Credits for Use of Improved Agricultural Practices

2. Tilling Redtrictions on High Wind Days and Tillage Irrigation Where Feasible

3. Reduce Emissons of Ammoniaand Nitrates from Agriculturad Operations

4. Cooperative Development of Management Practices to Reduce Emission from Agricultura
Activities

5. Deep Furrowing of Falow Feds

6. Provide Burid of Whole Stalks During Plowdown

An earlier BACM andysis for the Maricopa County area was conducted in 1997 by ENSR for the 24-
hour standard for the four microscae sites.?? Theanaysiscons sted of benchmarking technol ogical controls
for such sources and an exhaudtive library search for documented effectiveness of such controls. Other
nonattainment areas in the West were al'so surveyed for implementation strategies that could be used in
Maricopa County.?

ZRevised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area, February
2000. Appendices Volume Three. Appendix B, Exhibit 8: Recommendation from the Maricopa County Farm Bureau
on Agricultural Measures.

ZFina Plan for Attainment of The 24-Hour PM ,, Standard, Maricopa County PM ,, Nonattainment Area. Air Quality
Division, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality in Cooperation With Maricopa County Environmental
Services Department. May 1997. Appendix B: ENSR Report: Evaluation of Fugitive Dust Control in the Maricopa
County PM ,, Nonattainment Area. March 1997. Document Number 0493-015-500.

1. Metropolitan Denver/Colorado Air Pollution Control Division;
2. CoachellaValley, California/CoachellaValley cooperative Agreement/South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD);
3. San Joaguin Valley, California/San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SIVUAPCD);
4. Desert Portions of San Bernardino County, California/lMojave Desert Air Quality Management District
(MDAQMD);
Spokane/Spokane County Air Pollution Control Authority;
Salt Lake County, Utah/Utah Department of Environmental Quality; and
7. Clark County, Nevada/Clark County Health District Air Pollution Control Division.

o o
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The following table illustrates the potential PM ;4 emisson control measures identified by ENSR for
agricultural sources contributing to design day exceedances.

Sour ce Category Control Measure

Windblown dust from agricultural fields Tree windbreaks

Conservation tilling practices, such asleaving vegetative cover
between crops

Sprinkler irrigation to maintain crust on surface

Windblown dust from agricultural aprons Tree windbreaks

Wind fence

Mulch or vegetative cover

Chemical stabilizers

Inregardsto agricultural operations, ENSR found that agencies are generally restricted by state law from
requiring agricultura operationsto obtain air quaity permits. However, two areas, South Coast Air Quality
Management Didrict (SCAQMD) and San Joaquin Vadley Unified Air Pollution Control Didrict
(SIVUAPCD), did have or were planning to implement agricultura related control programs a that time.

In 1997, the SCAQMD’s Governing Board adopted revisons to Rule 403 (fugitive dust) and adopted
Rule 1186 (paved, unpaved and livestock operations) for fugitive dust control because of the arel srecent
redesgnationto serious. Previoudy, agricultura operations were exempt from Rule 403, but asof July 1,
1999, agricultural operations exceeding 10 acres within the South Coast Air Basin must implement  the
conservation practices contained in the Rule 403 Agricultural Handbook or be subject to more restrictive
Rule 403 provisons. A sdlf monitoring form documenting sufficient conservation practices must be kept
by thefarmer. SCAQMD Rule 1186 establishes trestment options for unpaved roads, including unpaved
access roads and feed land access areas used by livestock operations.

IN1997, the SIVUAPCD released arevised draft of its 1997 PM ;o Attainment Demonstration Plan (PM
ADP) desgned to show how the San Joaquin Vdley will achieve the federa PM,, standards by 2006.
For agriculturd operations, the district identified activities such as land preparation, crop harvest, and
confined anima feedlots as Sgnificant sources. SIVUARPCD is currently proposing to amend its existing
RegulaionVI1Il to BACM and MSM. Didtrict staff proposesto develop asingle, separate agriculturd rule
(Rule 8081) to consolidate requirementsfor agricultural sources. Rule 8081 (Agricultural Sources) would

June 13, 2001 Maricopa County PM ,, Serious Area SIP Revision
Revised Background Information Agricultural Best Management Practices
14



only address BACM for “off-field” agricultura sources (i.e., unpaved roads, unpaved vehicle and
equipment traffic areas, etc.,). On-fied agricultural sources (i.e, tilling, land preparation, and harvesting)
would be exempt from Rule 8081. SIVUAPCD encouragesthe owners/operators of on-field agricultural
sources to apply voluntary best management practices as outlined by SIVUAPCD and the Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCYS).

Following its research, ENSR categorized recommendations as short-term and long-term. Inregards to
agricultural operations, ENSR made no short-term recommendations and made the following long-term
recommendation:

“ Explore methodsto achieve dust emissionsreductionsfromagricultural operations
with other agencies such as the NRCSand Arizona Department of Agriculture.”?

BACM - Recommendations from Governor’s Agricultural BMP Committee

In September 1998, in accordancewith ARS § 49-457, the Governor’ sAgricultura BMP Committeewas
established. The Committee is composed of five loca farmers, the director of ADEQ), the director of the
Arizona Department of Agriculture, the state conservationist for the Natura Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS), the dean of the University of Arizona College of Agriculture and asoil scientist from the
University of Arizona.  The Committee' s charge was to develop an agriculturd generd permit specifying
best management practices for regulated agricultura activities to reduce PM,, emissons

The Arizona Legidature (ARS 8§ 49-457) defined a BMP for the Maricopa County PM,, nonattainment
area as atechnique verified by scientific research, that on a case-by-case basisis practical, economicaly
feasble and effective in reducing PM o from aregulated agricultura activity.

The Governor's Agriculturd BMP Committee established an Ad-hoc Technica Group to develop a
comprehengve list of potentidl BMPsfor relevant sources in the Maricopa County PM,, nonattainment
area. Participantsincluded the Natural Resources Consarvation Service (NRCS), Agricultural Research
Service, Universty of Arizona College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, Arizona Department of
Environmental Qudity, Univergty of Arizona Cooperative Extenson, Western Growers Association,

#Final Plan for Attainment of The 24-Hour PM ,, Standard, Maricopa County PM ,, Nonattainment Area. Air Quality
Division, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality in Cooperation With Maricopa County Environmental
Services Department. May 1997. Appendix B: ENSR Report: Evaluation of Fugitive Dust Control in the Maricopa
County PM ,, Nonattainment Area. March 1997. Document Number 0493-015-500. Page 5-4.
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Arizona Farm Bureau, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Arizona Farm Bureau Federation, and
Environmental Protection Agency Region IX.

The objectivesof the Ad-hoc Technica Group wereto: 1) review wind erosion and dust control literature,
technical documents, and practicesin other geographic areas of the western United States; 2) develop a
lig of practicesthat would reduce PM,, fromtillage and harvest activities, cropland, and non-cropland; and
3) evduate the ligt of practices to determine suitability for Arizonasoils, agriculture, and environment; fied
effectivenessin emisson reduction impacts, costsand cost-effectiveness. Themain areas eva uated were:

* NRCS Technicd Guide

»  South Coast Air Qudity Management Didtrict

*  San Joaquin Valey Unified Air Pollution Control Didtrict

» Universty of Arizona Cooperdtive Extenson Mohave Valey research project
» Universty of Washington Columbia Plateau research project

*  ENSR 1997 report

» SieraResearch 1997 study
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The result of this gpproach was the following comprehendve list of potentia practices for further

congderation:
1. AccessRestriction 34. Modifying Egress/Ingress
2. Access Road 35. Mulching
3. Air Fan Deflectors 36. Nutrient Management
4. Artificid Wind Barriers 37. Pasture/Hayland Planting
5. Chiseling/Subsoiling 38. Pest Management
6. Conservation Cover 39. Precision Land Forming
7. Conservation Crop Rotation 40. Prohibition of Tillage
8. Controlled Drainage 41. Reduce Vehicle Speed
9. Cover and Green Manure Crop Residue Management, Mulch-till

=
©

Critical AreaPlanting

GRS

Residue Management, No-till, Strip-till

11. CrossWind Ridges Residue Management, Ridge-till

12. CrossWind Stripcropping Residue Management, Seasonal

13. CrossWind Trap Strips 46. Row Arrangement

14. Dust Suppressants (other) 47. Soil Salinity Management

15. Dust Suppressants (inorganic) 48. Spoil Spreading

16. Dust Suppressants (organic) 49. Stripcropping, Field

17. Emergency Tillage 50. Surface Roughening

18. Fence 51. Tillage Equipment Modification

19. Field Border 52. Tillage Pre-irrigation

20. Filter Strip 53. Track-out Control System

21. Firebresk 54. Track-out Prevention

22. Forage Harvest Management 55. Tree/Scrub Establishment

23. Harvest & Equipment Modification 56. Tree/Shrub Pruning

24. Heavy Use Area Protection 57. Unpaved Road Treatments

25. Hedgerow Planting 58. Use Exclusion

26. Herbaceous Wind Barriers 59. Vehicle Restriction for Access/Trip
27. lrrigation Land Leveling 60. Waste Management System

28. Irrigation System, Sprinkler 61. Waste Utilization

29. Irrigation System, Surface/Subsurface 62. Watering

30. Irrigation System, Trickle 63. Wildlife Upland Habitat Management
31. Irrigation Water Management 64. Windbreaks/Shelterbelt Establishment
32. Land Smoothing 65. Windbreak/Shelterbelt Renovation.
33. Limited Activity with High Wind Event

Most methods for controlling PM,, and dust emissionsfrom agriculture pardld controlsfor wind eroson.
These methods are based on principles that contain or dow soil movement from fields. In an effort to
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address agriculture’ s contribution to PM, in the Maricopa County areaand lacking definitive research to
determine the most effective means, the Governor’s Agricultura BMP Committee with the assstance of
the Ad-Hoc Technical Group identified awide range of flexible and adaptable management practices that
would ether impact wind speed, soil organic matter content, soil moisture, or soil surface. The Governor’s
Agriculturd BMP Committeethoroughly reviewed the practices presented by the Ad-hoc Technica Group
and identified the following 34 BMPs that focus onfeasible, effective, and common sense practiceswhile
minimizing negative impacts on locd agriculture. The remaining potentid practices were not included for
avariety of reasons, including implementation impracticability for the MaricopaCounty areg, noidentifigble
relaionto PM ;o emission reductions, incorporation into another practiceincluded in the generd permit, not
cost effective, or not gpplicable to agriculturd activities. Attachment 8 shows in tabular form the specific
reasons practices were not included in the Agricultural PM,, Generd Permit.

Tillage and Harvest Non-Cropland Cropland
1 Chemical Irrigation 11. Access Restriction 21. Artificial Wind Barrier
2. Combining Tractor 12. Aggregate Cover 22. Cover Crop
Operations 13. Artificial Wind Barrier 23. Cross-Wind Ridges
3. Equipment Modification 14. Critical AreaPlanting 24, Cross-Wind Strip-cropping
Limited Activity during a 15. Manure Application 25. Cross-Wind Vegetative Strips
H'gh_'W' nd Bvent 16. Reduce Vehicle Speed 26. Manure Application
M uItl'-Year Crop ) 17. Synthetic Particulate 27. Mulching
Ea'.t'tng Based on Soll Suppressant 28, Multi-Y ear Crop
orsire o 18. Track-out Control System 29, Permanent Cover
Reduced Harvest Activity .
. 19. Tree, Shrub or Windoresk 3 Planting Based on Soil Moisture
Reduced Tillage System Planting
) . 3L Residue Management
Tillage Based on Soil 20. Watering
Moisture 32. Sequential Cropping
10. Timing of a Tillage 3. Surface Roughening
Operation 34, Tree, Shrub or Windbreak Planting

Although the selected BMPs are not designed to diminate dust emissions 100 percent, they were selected
for their potentia to reducewind erosion and associated PM . Not al of the BMPswill work equally well
on every farm because of variaions in wind, soils, cropping systems, moisture conditions, and, in some
cases, the management approaches of individua growers,

BACM - Summary

Because agricultura sourcesinthe U.S. and locally vary by factors such asregiond climate, wind strength
and direction, soil types, rowing season, crop types, cropping systems, moisture conditions, water
avalablity, and relation to urban centers, each PM,, agricultural strategy must be based on loca
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circumstances and asingle BMP will not work equaly well for dl growers. In short, PM,, Strategiesinan
agricultura context are highly dependent on specific local factors. Thus growers need a variety of BMPs
to choose from to address the variety of factors that affect growing a crop.

In May 2000, the Agricultural BMP Committee adopted the agricultura PM,, generd permit, which
became effective by ruleon May 12, 2000 (ArizonaAdministrative Code, Title 18, Chapter 2, §610-611,
see Attachment 3). The generd permit requires that acommercid farmer implement at least one BMPto
control PM,,, for each of the following three categories: tillage and harvest, non-cropland and cropland.
The generd permit requiresacommercia farmer to comply with thegenerd permit by December 31, 2001.
The implementation of aminimum of one BMP for each category currently fulfills BACM requirements.
Because of the variety, complexity, and uniqueness of farming operations, the BMP Committee concluded
that growers need avariety of BMPsto choose from and that requiring more than one BMPfor tillage and
harvest, non-cropland, and cropland may not be reasonable and could cause an unnecessary economic
burden to growers. Although farmers are encouraged to implement more than one BMP for tillage and
harvest, non-cropland, and cropland, it is not reasonable to require more than one BMP because in some
ingtances one may be enough for a particular farm.

Thereisdso alimited amount of scientific information available concerning the effectiveness of someBMPs
a reducing PM,,. The BMP Committee balanced this limitation with the common sense recognition that
the BMPs would reduce wind erosion and/or the entrainment of agriculturd soils, thereby reducing PM .
However, limited scientific information prevented the BM P Committee from requiring morethan one BMP
because it could not determine that requiring more than one BMP would be reasonabl e given the cost and
emission reduction uncertainties. Instead, the BMP Committee and ADEQ committed to monitor the
effectiveness of the BMPs and adjust the program, if needed, in the future.

There are only two PM,, honattainment areas in the US that are currently requiring agricultural sourcesto
reduce PM,, emissions. South Coast Air Qudity Management Didtrict (SCAQMD), which includes the
agricultura areas of western Riversde County and the Coachella Vdley, isimplementing Rules 403 and
403.1 to reduce PM,, emissions from agricultural sources®® AAC R18-2-611 represents the only other
measure in the US that requires the implementation of BMPs to reduce PM,,. Because of this narrow
geographic focus, there is only alimited amount of information available concerning the effectiveness and
cost for practices that would reduce PM,, in Maricopa County. Given the variety of BMPs and farming

BIn SCAQMD’ s 1997 Air Quality Management Plan control measure summary and its staff report for the proposed
amended Rule 403, SCAQMD estimated emission reductions from only two control measures combined: mandatory
cessation of tilling on high wind days combined with the implementation of vegetative cover. The analysis
estimated 9.0 tons per day emission reductions from SCAQMD’s Rule 403 agricultural provision [specifically, Rule
403(h)(1)(B)] in 2006 and 2010.
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operations, it would take a Sgnificant influx of money and years of additiona research to develop the
necessary cost and emission reduction estimates necessary to judtify additiond requirementsbeyond AAC
R18-2-611.

M ost Stringent M easur es- | dentification of Agricultural Related Sour cesand Potential Control
M easur es

Section 188(e) of the CAA dlows a nonattainment area to request an extension from attainment for up to
fiveyears. One requirement isthat the serious area plan include MSMs that can be feasibly implemented
in the nonattainment area.

To address this requirement, MAG used a three phase process to: 1) search for, identify and evauate
candidate measures, 2) assess the feasibility of implementation, and 3) develop a plan which includes
commitments to implement those measures determined to be feasible.®

The methodology used to identify and evauate potentidl MSMs consisted of five steps.

Search for MSM candidate measures,
Develop selection protocals,
Screen non-Maricopa County measures to determine MSM candidates;

Compare Maricopa County measures to similar non-Maricopa County measures to identify
MSMs, and

5. Evduate MSM impacts.

> w D P

The following table presents a summary of the agriculture related measures after step 3, the related
Maricopa County nonattainment areameasure (if one exists), the most stringent measure determined to be
either under consideration or included in another sate’s SIP, and appropriate rule references:

Measure Maricopa County Most Stringent M easure Either in or Under
Nonattainment Area Measure Consideration for Inclusion in Another SIP as of
(Rule) as of 1998 1998

% A detailed description of the process undertaken by MAG isincluded in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area
Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area, February 2000. Chapter 10. Page 10-25 thru
10-64 and Volume Four, Appendix C, Exhibit 4.
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ammoniaand nitrates
from agricultural
operations

Soil conservation none Implement approved soil erosion control plan by

requirements of the 1/1/99 for agricultural operations greater than 10

U.S. Food Security Act acresin size [SC* 403(h)(1)]

Restrictionson tilling none Cease agricultural tilling or soil mulching activities

or soil mulching when wind speeds exceed 25 mph unless high
winds have prevented tilling for more than 6 hours
during the previous 2 days or for more than 60
hours since the beginning of the month [SC
403.1(d)(4); SC 403.1(h)(4) - CoachellaValley only]

Fallow field treatment none Implement approved soil erosion control plan by
1/1/99 for agricultural operations greater than 10
acresin size[SC 403(h)(1)]

Require comprehensive | none Implement approved soil erosion control plan by

dust control plansfor 1/1/99 for agricultural operations greater than 10

farms > 640 acres acresin size [SC 403(h)(1)]

Reduce emissions of none none

* SC = South Coast (California) Air Quality Management District

After gpplying steps 1 through 4 to 1,000+ measures, only fourteen non-Maricopa County measureswere
deemed to be MSMs. Two of the fourteen MSMs were identified for agriculture: (1) cessation of high
wind tilling and (2) agricultura soil erosion plans. The Maricopa County PM,, emisson inventory impact
and cogt-effectiveness ratio associated with each of the two most stringent measures are:

Control Measure

PMy, Reduction in 2006

Cost Effectiveness of PM,, Reduction ($m-ton)

Plans

1. Cessation of HighWind | 0.06 mtpd $1,720
Tilling
2. Agricultural Soil Erosion | 0.11 mipd $ 220,000

1. Cessation of High Wind Tilling
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At thetime of SerraResearch’ s 1998 anayd's, the most stringent measure regulating agricultura activities
was South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) Rule 403.1, Section (d)(4).?’ The
goplicability of Rule 403.1 islimited to the Coachella Vdley PM,, nonattainment area, where high-speed
gusting winds and wind-entrained sand and dust sorms are aperiodic occurrence. Section (d)(4) requires
that agriculturd tilling and soil mulching activities cease when gusting wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour
unless such activities quaify for an exemption under one of severad meteorologica circumstances. Wind
speed determinations can be made by monitoring wind vel ocities at the Site of operationin compliancewith
AQMD performance and operationa specification, or by monitoring daily AQMD forecasts of high-wind
days.

The Coachdla Valey typicaly experiences high winds on 47 days of the year.?® These days are
concentrated in a high-wind season that extends between April and June. The ban on tilling during high -
wind days applies throughout the year and throughout the Valey. South Coast Rule403.1 exemptstilling
on precipitation days, on days when tilling has been banned for the previous two days or for sixty hours
snce the beginning of the month, and under circumstances where tilling a field will reduce windblown
fugitive dust emissons during future high-wind events.

The redtriction for activities on high wind daysin ADEQ'srule dso gpplies year round. According to an
andyss conducted by Sierra Research, postponing tilling on high-wind dayswould reduce PM,, emissons
by 72 percent on those days.® Becauseonly 15 percent of the MaricopaCounty PM ;, nonattainment area
tilling occurs during the high-wind season (March through September), and because only 3.7 percent of
high-wind season days are actudly high-wind days (with hourly average wind speeds of 15 miles per hour
or greater for one hour or more), air quaity benefits produced by postponing of tilling on high-wind days
are smal (0.08 metric tons of PM,, per average annud day in 1995). At thetimethat the SierraResearch
andyss was conducted, Sierra Research estimated that by 2006 the number of acres devoted to
agricultura production in the Maricopa County nonattainment area was projected to decline by 26.7
percent from 277,000 acres harvested in 1994 to 203,000 acres. The benefits of this measure will
correspondingly decline to 0.06 metric tons of PM,, reduced per average annua day.

Z'Other than Arizona s Agricultural PM ,, General Permit, there have been no new agricultural related MSMs
developed by South Coast or any other part of the country since the 1998 analysis.

®Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particul ate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area, February
2000. AppendicesVolume Four. Appendix C, Exhibit 5: Most Stringent PM ,, Control Measure Analysis. Prepared
for Maricopa Association of Governments. Prepared by SierraResearch, Inc. May 13, 1998. pp. 4-21 thru 4-23.

Zlbid
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Inaddition, MAG estimated that therewere atota of 37 hourswith awind speed greater than 15 mph and
11 windy days (mean wind speed greater than 15 miles per hour) in 1995 in the Maricopa County area.*
Wind speed in the summer is often less than five miles per hour. South Coast AQMD requires cessation
of high wind tilling when gusty wind speeds exceed 25 mph. No research currently exists which
demongtrates that cessation of high wind tilling when gusty winds exceed 25 mph in the Maricopa County
areaismore effective at reducing PM,, thantheagricultura PM,, generd permit whichrequirescommercid
farmers to implement at least one BMP to control PM,, for the each of the following three categories.
tillage and harvest, noncropland, and cropland.

2. Agricultural Soil Erosion Plans

Since the Most Stringent PM,, Control Measure Analysis was completed in 1998, two significant
program changes have occurred in the Maricopa County PM,, and South Coast nonattainment arees:

1. InMay 2000, the Agriculturd BMP Committee adopted the agricultural PM,, generd permit,
whichbecameeffective by ruleon May 12, 2000 (Arizona Adminigrative Code, Title 18, Chapter
2, 8609-611; see Attachment 3). Thegenera permit requiresthat acommercid farmer implement
at least one BMP to control PM,, for each of the following three categories: tillage and harves,
non-cropland and cropland. Thereare 34 BMPs(10for tillage and harvest, 10 for non-cropland,
and 14 for cropland) to sdlect from, including limited activities on high wind days and reducing
fugitive dugt from falow land.

2. South Coast Air Qudity Management Didtrict Rule 403 (fugitive dust) was revised to include an
agricultura provisonwhichtook effect July 1, 1999, for the South Coast Air Basin and encourages
voluntary implementation of conservation practices in order to maintain an agricultura exemption
from other Rule 403 requirements.

A detailed comparison of the current South Coast Rule 403 and the agricultural PM,, generd permit is
presented below. A listing of the comparablefeaturesfromthetworulesisligedin Tablel. A comparison
of the different management practicesislised in Table 2.

*®Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area.
Appendices Volume Two. Appendix A, Exhibit 7: Revised Technical Support Document for Regional PM ,, Modeling
in Support of Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan For PM ,, For the Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area, Appendices Volume Two, February 2000. Appendix |1, Exhibit 7.

June 13, 2001 Maricopa County PM ,, Serious Area SIP Revision
Revised Background Information Agricultural Best Management Practices
23



Table1: Comparison of Program Features

Program features

Agricultural PM,, general per mit;
Maricopa County PM,, Nonattainment
Area (R18-2-611)

South Coast Air Quality
M anagement District Rule 403
agricultural provision

General Applicability

10 or more contiguous acres of land used
for agricultural purposes located within the
Maricopa County PM ,, nonattainment area

Agricultural operations that have
more than 10 contiguous acres
located within the South Coast Air
Basin

waiver

Approach General permit by rulerequires Voluntary implementation of the
implementation of a minimum of three best listed conservation practicesto
management practices; one for each of the maintain exemption from al Rule
following categories: 403 requirements
tillage and harvest; cropland; and
noncropland

Exempted categories none Orchards, vine crops, nurseries,

range land, and irrigated pasture

Technical justification none If afarmer cannot apply the

required conservation practices or
verifiable alternatives, he may be
able to submit atechnical
justification statement for waiver

Best Management Practices
Categories

Tillage and harvest activities

Cropland (includes fallow fields and turn
rows)

Noncropland (includes land no longer
suitable for production, farm roads, ditches,
equipment and storage yards)

Active (applicable to agricultural
activitiesinvolved in disturbing
the sail)

Inactive (applicableto agricultural
sites when no soil disturbance
activities are being conducted)

Farmyard area

Track-out

Unpaved roads

Storage piles
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Table1: Comparison of Program Features

Program features Agricultural PM,, general per mit; South Coast Air Quality
Maricopa County PM,, Nonattainment M anagement District Rule 403
Area (R18-2-611) agricultural provision
Number of practices tillage and harvest - 10 active- 4
identified for each category cropland - 14 inactive - 9
non-cropland - 10 farmyard area- 4
track-out - 3
Tota =34 unpaved roads - 4
storage pile- 4
Total =28
Minimum number of tillage and harvest - 1 active - 1in addition to cessation
practices required to be cropland - 1 of tilling and soil preparation when
implemented winds are over 25 mph
non-cropland - 1
inactive- 3
farmyard area- 1
track-out - 1

unpaved roads - 1

storage piles- 1
Record keeping Maintain record detailing the BMPs self-monitoring form
implemented for each category - must
provide to ADEQ within two business days
of request
Compliance Schedule December 31, 2001 June 30, 1999
Table2: Comparison of Approved Practices
Agricultural PMy, general Category South Coast AQMD Rule Category
per mit best management 403 conser vation practices
practices (AAC R18-2-611)
Limited activity during ahigh tillage and Harvest Activity modification - Active
wind event ( > 25 mph) ceasetilling and soil
(notillage or soil preparation) preparation when winds are
over 25 mph
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Table 2. Comparison of Approved Practices

Agricultural PM;, general Category South Coast AQMD Rule Category

permit best management 403 conser vation practices

practices (AAC R18-2-611)

Reduced tillage system tillage and Harvest Minimum tillage Active and
inactive

Tillage based on soil moisture | tillage and Harvest Soil moisture monitoring Active

Multi-year crop tillage and harvest and cropland - -

Timing of atillage operation tillage and harvest - -

Reduced harvest activity tillage and harvest - -

Chemical irrigation tillage and harvest - -

Combining tractor operations | tillage and harvest - -

Equipment modification tillage and harvest - -

Planting based on soil cropland Soil moisture monitoring Active

moisture

Mulching cropland Mulching Active

- - Irrigation system Active

Cover crop cropland Cover crop Inactive

Permanent cover cropland

Residue management cropland Crop residue management Inactive

Surface roughening cropland Surface roughening Inactive

Cross-wind ridges cropland Ridge roughness Inactive

Cross-wind stripcropping cropland Cross wind stripcropping Inactive

Cross-wind vegetative strips cropland

Sequential cropping cropland

Tree, shrub or windbreak cropland Field windbreaks Inactive

planting

Artificial wind barrier cropland Wind barriers Inactive

- - Local jurisdiction ordinance | Inactive
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Table 2. Comparison of Approved Practices

Agricultural PM;, general Category South Coast AQMD Rule Category
permit best management 403 conservation practices
practices (AAC R18-2-611)
Critical areaplanting noncropland V egetation Farm Yard
Synthetic particulate noncropland Dust suppressants FamYad
suppressant
Chemical Stabilization Storage pile
- - Disturbed Surface Area Farmyard
Reduction
Aqggregate cover noncropland Surface Modification FamYad
and
unpaved
roads
Unpaved road treatments Unpaved
roads
Track-out control system noncropland Track-out area Track-out
improvements
Track-out prevention Track-out
- - End of row equipment turn Track-out
around areas
Reduce vehicle speed noncropland Speed control Unpaved
roads
Access restriction noncropland Accessrestriction Unpaved
roads
Manure application cropland and noncropland - -
Watering noncropland Watering Storage pile
Tree, Shrub or Windbreak noncropland Wind Sheltering Storage pile
planting
- - Covering Storage pile

MSM - Summary

It isimportant to note that because agricultura sourcesin the United Statesvary by factorssuch asregiond
climate, soil type, growing season, crop type, water availability, and relation to urban centers, PM;,
agricultural srategies must be based on loca circumstances. Unlike stationary sources, which can have
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many common design features, whether located in Cdifornia or New Jersey, agricultural sources and
activities vary greetly throughout the country. Inshort, PM,, Srategiesin an agriculturd context are highly
dependent on specific local factors Because of  the limited number of high wind days in the Maricopa
County ares, it seems plausible that more PM,, reductions will be achieved by implementing practices
which control PM,, emissions throughout the year or during critica erosons periods.

The agriculturd genera permit cannot mirror South Coast Rule 403 for a variety of reasons. One main
reason is that agriculture in the Maricopa County areais primarily flood irrigated. The South Coast area
has dryland, irrigated, and sprinkler irrigated agriculture. The actud amount of irrigation water and
frequency of irrigation can effect wind erosion estimates and the effectiveness of different control measures
under different climatic conditions. Therefore, the BMPs for Maricopa County were based on practical
gpplications during those times when the fields were not flooded. Also, because the gpplication of more
than one BMP a atime for a salected category would only provide for incremental PM,, reductions,
sometimes a an uneconomica cogt, flexibility was provided in the rule to dlow the expert (the farmer) to
decide what BMP should be applied when and where.

C) Contingency Measures

Section 172 (¢)(9) of the Clean Air Act requires that SIPs provide for the implementation of contingency
messuresif the Adminigtrator finds that the nonattainment area has failed to make RFP toward attainment
or to atain the tandard by the gpplicable deadline. The purpose of contingency measuresisto ensure that
additional measures beyond or in addition to the required control measuresimmediately take effect when
the areafailsto make RFP or atainthe PM;; NAAQSin order to provideinterim public hedth and welfare
protections. Committed, implemented measures may be consdered contingency measuresif they are not
needed to show attainment and do not hasten attainment. When triggered, the contingency measuresmust
be implemented without further action by the State or EPA.

Annual Standard Contingency M easur es

The attainment demonstration analysis contained in Chapter Eight of the MAG 1999 Plan for 2001, 2003,
and 2006 do not reflect the implementation of the following committed measures. 1) Agriculturd Best
Management Practices, 2) Off-Road Vehicle and Engine Standards, 3) Clean Burning Fireplace
Ordinance, 4) Additional Dust Control Measures (City of Tempe) and 5) Additiona Dust Control
Measures (City of Phoenix). These measureswere not included because applying the measureswould not
result in the areareaching attainment any sooner. They are set to occur, however, with no action necessary
from the EPA or the dtate. If amilestone god is missed, these measures will provide additiona emission
reductions and protection of public health and welfare.

June 13, 2001 Maricopa County PM ,, Serious Area SIP Revision
Revised Background Information Agricultural Best Management Practices
28



Agriculturd BMPs are contained in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Plan as a contingency measure
with modeled emission reductions of 4.2 metric tons per day (mtpd) in 2006.3! Chapter V of the Revised
Annud Plan TSD describes the modding methodology used to estimate the impact of each contingency
measure.® The modeling methodology used to estimate the agricultura BMPs contingency measure
assumed PM ;, emissions from agricultura sources congst of two categories: (1) windblown dust from the
disturbed soil and (2) emissons from harvesting and tilling activities. The analyss of the impact of
agricultural best management practices conssted of estimating the impact on these two sources. The
modding methodology assumed 45 percent control for windblown emissons from agriculturd fields and
aprons and a compliance rate of 80 percent. Therefore, anet control of 36 percent wasassumed. It was
further assumed that one of the agricultural best management practices would be to prohibit high-wind
tilling. Mogt of the assumptions associated with the andysis of diminating high-wind tilling were obtained
fromthe Most Stringent PM;, Control Measure Analysis (M SM report).® TheM SM report indicated that
postponing tilling on high-wind days to the next day would reduce high-wind tilling PM,, emissons by 72
percent on those days. It was further assumed that 15 percent of thetilling in Maricopa County occurs
during the high-wind season (March through September). During the high-wind season, 3.7 percent of the
days arewindy. Inaddition, acompliancerate of 80 percent wasassumed. Thereforeit was assumed that
the measure would contral tilling emissons by 0.32 percent. The agricultura BMP contingency measure
was modeled and the emissionreductions were estimated to be 4.2 mtpd (2.0 percent) in the Y ear 2006.

In November 2000, the Technical Support Document for Quantification of Agricultural Best
Management Practice (TSD)* was prepared. The TSD supportsADEQ’ s previouswork by assessing
the emissions from various agricultura practices and the potential impacts of agriculturad BMPs for the
Maricopa County PM;, nonatanment area.  The work focused on agricultural emissons and
implementation of BMPs for the April 1995 microscae design day with projections for 2006.

%Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area. Chapter
Eight. pp 8-16 thru 8-19.

*Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area.
Appendices Volume Two. Appendix A, Exhibit 7: Revised Technical Support Document for Regional PM ,, Modeling
in Support of Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan For PM ,, For the Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area, Appendices Volume Two, February 2000. Page V-62.

*Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particul ate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area, February
2000. AppendicesVolume Four. Appendix C, Exhibit 5: Most Stringent PM ,, Control Measure Analysis. Prepared
for Maricopa Association of Governments. Prepared by Sierra Research, Inc. May 13, 1998.

%#Technical Support Document for Quantification of Agricultural Best Management Practices, Final. June 8, 2001.
URS Corporation and Eastern Research Group, Inc.
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The TSD estimated emission reductions expected through compliance with the agriculturd PM,, generd
permit. The tota agriculture related emission reductions was cal culated by adding the reduction expected
fromagricultural landsgoing out of production (i.e., approximately 37 percent of the daily emissions) tothe
range of BMPreductions. Therange of BMP reductionswere estimated by applying the BMP net control
effidendes (i.e, minimum, maximum, and mid-point) to the daily emissions for the crops subject to that
BMP (minus the 37 percent reduction attributable to land going out of production). An overdl emisson
reductionof 60.3 percent from the 1995 design-day emission is predi cted based upon the mid-point BMP
reduction. If the 37 percent land use reduction is not considered, the overal emission reduction due solely
to BMP implementation is 36.6 percent.

Although the combined TSD reductions are grester than the Revised MAG 1999 Plan reductions, acouple
of important differences exist between the basis for these emission reduction estimates that make a direct
comparison infeasible. Firgt, the TSD emissions (on which the reductions are based) are estimated for a
gpecific design day (April 9, 1995), whilethe basisfor the Revised MAG 1999 Plan ismetric tons average
annud day. Second, the emission reductions in the Revised MAG 1999 Plan assume implementation of
only one BMP on tillage emissions (i.e., the effect of reduced tillage during high-wind days). However, the
TSD reductions are based on the implementation of three BMPs (i.e., reduced tillage during high-wind
days, combining tractor operations, and multi-year crops), each having different control efficiencies and
gpplicability based oncrop type. Third, the TSD includes emissions and reductions associated with travel
on unpaved agricultura roads while the Revised MAG 1999 Plan does not consider this specific source
nor any associated reductions. The combined effect of these differencesresultsin agreater leve of control
inthe TSD compared to the Revised MAG 1999 Plan for tillage and harvest, and unpaved road emissions
for 2006. The reductions attributable to wind erosion control in both the TSD and Revised MAG 1999
Plan are virtualy the same (i.e., 37.0 percent and 36.0 percent, respectively).

24-hour Standard Contingency Measures

In order to estimate RFP for the 24-hour Plan and to be consistent with the 24-hour Plan attainment
demondration, control efficienciesof 90% for road congtruction; 70% for vacant land and parking lots; and
60.3% for agriculture were used to estimated emissionsin 2006.% %

*Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particul ate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area, February
2000. AppendicesVolume Four. Appendix C, Exhibit 3: Evaluation for Compliance with the 24-hour PM ,, Standard
for the West Chandler and Gilbert Microscale Sites. Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. June 1999. pp 3-
7 thru 3-9.

%Technical Support Document for Quantification of Agricultural Best Management Practices, Final. June 8, 2001.
URS Corporation and Eastern Research Group, Inc.
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The total emissons inventory for the design day (April 9, 1995) for road congtruction, vacant land, and
parking lots a the West Chandler and Gilbert sites totaled 4,932 Ibs. per day.*’

In order to roughly gpproximate the application of controls to the entire region and enable comparison to
the agricultura inventory and the Revised MAG 1999 Plan, each of theinventory valuesis multiplied times
360.%8 Then the control efficienciesfor road construction and for vacant land and parking lots (90 percent
and 70 percent, respectively) are applied to theregionad emisson estimate. Theagriculturd inventory and
associated reductions detailed in the TSD are used here, as well.*®

These are dl design day values, and are thus representative of highwind days. MAG estimated thet there
were 11 windy days (mean wind speed greater than 15 miles per hour) in 1995 in the Maricopa County
area®® Multiplying the daily emission reductions times 11 provides a reasonable estimate of annua
emission reductions for these source categories. The annud totals are divided by 365 (days) to derive a
comparable daily average emission reduction estimate consstent with the approach used in the Revised
MAG 1999 Plan. The EPA hasrecommended that contingency measures provide the emission reductions
equivaent to one year’s average increment of RFP. The total RFP for the 24-hour standard estimate is
47.6 metric tons per day (mtpd), divided by 5 years to estimate the annuaized emission reduction leve
needed for contingency measuresfor the 24-hour standard. Therefore, contingency measuresthat provide
goproximately 9.5 mtpd reduction in tota PM,, emissions should be adopted to meet the EPA guiddines
regarding contingency measure impacts. The following table summarizes the method used to determine
RFP for the 24-hour standard:

%Final Plan for Attainment of the 24-hour PM ,, Standard. Maricopa County PM ,; Nonattainment Area. Air Quality
Division, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality in Cooperation with Maricopa County Environmental
Services Department. May 1997. Appendix A: Maricopa County PM ,, SIP Microscale Approach Technical
Supporting Document. ADEQ and MCESD. p. 4-28.

®Regional multiplier = 360 [Maricopa County PM ,, nonattainment area = 2,880 sg. miles divided by 8 sg. milesfor
West Chandler and Gilbert microscal e sites]

%Technical Support Document for Quantification of Agricultural Best Management Practices, Final. June 8, 2001.
URS Corporation and Eastern Research Group, Inc. pp. 4-3 thru 4-5

““Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area.
Appendices Volume Two. Appendix A, Exhibit 7: Revised Technical Support Document for Regional PM ,, Modeling
in Support of Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan For PM ,, For the Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area, Appendices Volume Two, February 2000. Appendix |1, Exhibit 7.
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Source 24-hour PM o Esimated Per cent Estimated Esimated Esimated

Categories emission inventory | Regional Emission Daily Annual Daily
(April 9, 1995; PMy, Reduction Regional Regional average
West Chandler & | emission Expectedin | Reduction Reduction | emission
Gilbert (Ibs./day) inventory 2006 (mtpd) (mtpd) reduction
(mtpo) (mpd) (mtpo)
Road 1,999 3271 9% 2944 32384 89
construction
Vacant land 2,847 465.9 70% 326.1 3587.2 9.8
Parking lots 86 141 70% 929 1084 0.3
Agriculture 1575.0 60.3% 949.7 10,446.7 28.6
Total 4,932 47.6

The 24-hour standard emissonreduction estimate does not reflect theimplementation the following annua
plan committed control measure:  Reduce Particulate Emissions from Unpaved Roads and Alleys. The
Arizona Legidature, Maricopa County, and 19 citiesand towns have submitted commitmentsto implement
various programs to reduce particulate emissons from unpaved roads and aleys. Commitments were
received from many jurisdictionsto pave, grave, or otherwise sabilize particulate emissions from unpaved
roads. Asindicated in Table8-2 of the Revised MAG 1999 Plan, commitmentsto reduce emissonsfrom
unpaved roads and aleys provide approximately 12.19 mtpd (5.8 percent) reductionin 2006.** Chapter
V of the Revised Annud Plan TSD contains the detailed information for each control measure quantified
for numeric credit.*? Ingenerd, thismeasure was modeed by the reductionin the number of unpaved miles
assumed to be present in the nonattainment area. Because 9.5 metric tons per day (mtpd) is needed this
measure suffices as a contingency measure for the 24-hour standard.

D) Public Education Initiative

After findization of the agriculturd PM;, generd permit, ADEQ undertook an intensve farmer and public
education strategy in a cooperative effort with the Governor s Agriculturd BMP Committee, EPA,

“Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particul ate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area. Chapter
Eight. Figure8-1 and Table 8-2.

“’Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM ,, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area.
Appendices Volume Two. Appendix A, Exhibit 7: Revised Technical Support Document for Regional PM ,, Modeling
in Support of Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan For PM ,, For the Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area, Appendices Volume Two, February 2000. Page V-12.
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Maricopa County Farm Bureau, Natura Resource Conservation Digtricts (NRCD), U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Natura Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), University of Arizona Cooperative
Extengon, Arizona Cotton Growers Association, Western Growers Association, Maricopa County
Environmenta Services Department, and Maricopa Association of Governments. The primary goa of the
education strategy was to assst commercid farmers, compliance inspectors, and the generd public in
understanding the relationship between dust, agriculture, and the generd permit.

The Agriculturd BMP Committee has informed the public and commercid farmers of the forthcoming
compliance needs under the agricultura PM,, generd permit by spesking a agricultura events and
community meetings (Arizona Cotton Growers, Maricopa County Farm Bureau, and Western Growers
Association quarterly and annual mestings, the Desert Ag Conference, etc.) during 2000 and 2001. To
date, at least nine public presentations have been given, in addition to the 22 public meetings held by the
Committee during development of the generd permit. Information regarding the agriculturd PM,, genera
permit has aso been reported in severa local newspapers (Arizona Business Gazette, Arizona Daily
Sar, Mesa Tribune, and the Trading Post News) and agricultural newdetters (Farm Bureau News,
Arizona Cotton Growers Newdetter, Western Growers Association Newd ette).

A public education document entitled “ Guide to Agricultura PM ;o Best Management Practices Maricopa
County, Arizona PM,, Nonattainment Area’ (see Attachment 6) was devel oped to be used by individud
farmers as they implement the BMPs and organizations who will beworking withthefarmers. The public
education document underwent extensive peer review by farmer focus groups so that there was an
understanding of BMPs and compliance options. The public education document includes an overview of
the agricultural PM,, best management practices program, descriptions of the best management practices,
suggedtions for implementation, a sample record form that commercia farmers can use to document
compliance, and photographs of specific BMPsto help illustrate gpplications.

Inaddition, agenerd information pamphlet entitled “How AgricultureisImproving Maricopa County’ SAir
Quality” was developed (see Attachment 7). This generd information pamphlet isintended to inform the
generd publicand farmersabout PM,, concerns and approaches being undertaken to address agriculture’ s
contributions to PM .

To date, two educationa workshops have been held. Oneintheeast valey (Mesa, Arizona) on February
20, 2001, and oneinthewest valey (Avondde, Arizona) on March 1, 2001. Approximately 200 farmers
attended these workshops. Additional educationa outreach opportunitieswill be arranged in conjunction
with other planned agriculturd events in Summer and Fall 2001. The focus of the workshops was to
explan the purpose of the generd permit, the individual BMPs, record keeping requirements, and
compliance options.  Information was adso provided regarding the history of agriculturd PM,, emissons

June 13, 2001 Maricopa County PM ,, Serious Area SIP Revision
Revised Background Information Agricultural Best Management Practices



and the law establishing the Governor’s Agriculturd BMP Committee. Dust control vendor booths and
product/equipment demonstrations were set up in conjunction with the workshopsto assist the farmersin
sdecting their BMPs. Educating commercid farmers about the BMPsisthe primary goa of the education
program becausethe generd permit providescommercia farmersflexibility when choosng BMPsto sdect
thosethat most effectively reduce PM,, from their unique operations. Air qudity inspectorsfor the ADEQ,
the agency in charge of enforcing this rule, attended at least one workshop to better understand the
processes and therule. ADEQ adso plansto hold annua workshopsto educate new commercid farmers,
ingpectors, and interested stakeholders.

E) Demonstration of CAA 8110 Requirements

Section 110 (a)(2)(C) and Section 110 (8)(2)(E) of the CAA require enforcement of control measures
through adequate personndl, funding, and authority under Sate law as necessary to “carry out” the SIP.
Under ADEQ' sair qudity compliance program, mgor sources areinspected annually while minor sources
areingpected every two to three years (commercia farmsare considered to be minor sources). However,
minor sources may be the subject of various initiatives during the year. If a particular sector (e.g., dry
cleaners, portable sources) has evidenced problemsin the prior year (e.g., failure to submit move notices
by portable sources), ADEQ’ sAir Compliance Section implementsinitiativesto addressthe problem (e.g.,
seminarsand workshopsfor theregulated community explaining thegenera permit requirements, individua
ingpections of al portable sources within a geographical area, mailings, etc.). In addition, compliance
initidivesare devel oped to addressupcoming or futurerequirements(e.g., new generd permits) andinclude
suchactions astraining for inspectors, development of checklists and other ingpection toolsfor inspectors,
public education workshops; targeted ingpections;, mailings, €tc.

In the case of the agriculturd PM,, genera permit (AAC R18-2-611), a compliance determination
ingpectioninitiativewill be developed within thefirst year (i.e., calendar year 2002). Working with various
organizetions (e.g., University of Arizona, Maricopa County Environmenta Services Divison), ADEQ's
Air Compliance Section intends to select a certain geographica section of the nonattainment area (e.g.,
based upon farming density and/or other criteria) and perform compliance determination ingpections.
Depending upon the results of the ingpection inititive, other initiatives may be devel oped.

Inaddition, ADEQ sAir Compliance Section hasaninterna performance measurethat they must meet that
requiresresponseto al complaintsas soon aspossible, but no later than within fiveworking days. Effective
January 2002, ADEQ' s Air Compliance Section will respond to agricultural related complaintswithin five
working days. The Air Compliance Section will also develop a process whereby air ingpectors of other
organizations (i.e.,, Maricopa County Environmenta Services Divison or cities), should they observe or
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receive a complaint concerning an aleged violation of the generd permit, will notify the Air Compliance
Section and an ADEQ air ingpector will conduct atimely investigation.

ARS 8§ 49-457 (1), (J), and (K) and AAC R18-2-611 (K) and (L) give ADEQ specific authority to
address agriculturd related complaints and detail s the compliance stepsthat ADEQ must follow related to
the agriculturd PM, general permit. ADEQ’'s Air Compliance Section routinely updates its database to
indlude information regarding complaints and enforcement actions, which will be utilized in future yearsto
determine rule effectiveness.

Inaccordancewith ARS § 49-457, if ADEQ receivesan agricultural related complaint and it isdetermined
that acommercid farmer isnot in compliance with the agricultura PM o generd permit and the farmer has
not previoudy been subject to an agriculturd genera permit related compliance order, ADEQ will issue
acompliance order reguiring the commercia farmer to submit aplan to theloca NRCD.*® Theplan must
specify the BMPs the farmer will use to comply withthe generd permit. If thefarmer has previoudy been
subject to an agricultura PM, generd permit related compliance order, the farmer will be required to
submit aplan to ADEQ that specifiesthe BMPsthat the farmer will useto comply with the generd permit.
If the farmer fails to comply with the plan submitted to NRCD or ADEQ, the director of ADEQ may
revoke the agricultural PM;, genera permit and require the farmer to obtain anindividua fee based permit
pursuant to ARS § 49-246.

ADEQ intends to formulate a memorandum of understanding with the NRCD to receive copies of plans
submitted to the NRCD in order for ADEQ to corrdlate and cross-reference the information with any
future needs.

ADEQ intends to fund the agricultura PM,, generd permit program through resources currently alocated
to the State's existing general permit and compliance programs. ADEQ anticipates a decreasing
agricultura source population and, therefore, does not see the need for increased funding to administer the
program (see Attachment 5, page 4-1). In 1998, there were approximately 600 growers farming
approximately 300,000 acres of land in Maricopa County. An estimated 63 percent of the agricultura
activity in Maricopa County occurs within the nonattainment area. Maricopa County is undergoing rapid
urbanizationwith agricultura land being converted into other uses at arate of approximately 37 percent by
2006 (see Attachment 5, page 4-1). Asthis urbanization continues, the amount of PM ,, associated with

BARS § 49-457 (1), (J), and (K) give ADEQ authority to issue aformal administrative order once noncomplianceis
documented and eliminates the informal administrative process of issuing a notice of violation prior to issuance of a
formal administrative order.
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agricultura land decreases because the amount of land being farmed within Maricopa County is shrinking.

Request for Action

Withthissubmittal, ADEQ requeststhat EPA approvetheagricultura PM;, genera permit asacommitted
measure for the Final Plan for Attainment of the 24-hour PM,, Standard and a contingency measure for
the Revised MAG 1999 Serious AreaParticulate Plan for PM, for the Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area.

June 13, 2001 Maricopa County PM ,, Serious Area SIP Revision
Revised Background Information Agricultural Best Management Practices



